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Antagonistic perspectives:
Turkish and European official discourse on Kurds

Welat Zeydanlioglu and Guido Rings

“Changing the rules in accordance with the times is an absolute necessity” 







            Mustafa Kemal Ataturk
On the left upper corner of the front page of Hurriyet, Turkey’s most popular daily newspaper, one can find the Turkish flag below the picture of Kemal Ataturk, the founder of the Turkish Republic, and a text declaring, “Turkiye Turklerindir” (Turkey belongs to the Turks). How do we understand this uttering and what is meant by it? Why has the need developed for such a claim to be printed on the front page of Turkey’s most popular daily newspaper? And how does all this relate to Turkey’s interest in joining the European Union and, in particular, to the European Commission’s aim of protecting minorities against any form of extreme nationalism or racism?  We have to assume that a majority of the Turks living in Germany would not feel very comfortable if the most popular German newspaper printed the slogan “Germany belongs to the Germans” on every edition, and most probably the Turkish and even more the American and British Tabloid press would perceive this as racist. If so, why is this not the case in and with Turkey, considering Turkey is made of different ethnicities and it is a candidate country to join the EU?

Just from a brief questioning it becomes evident that every single discourse is not isolated from its environment and that, in fact, there is a dark space ‘around’ it that contains the unsaid word and meaning. The aim of this paper is to examine the dominant ideology and official discourse in Turkey and its representation and exclusion of Kurdish identity and culture.
 We will attempt to do this in three parts. In the first part, we will look at the historical development and the implementation of the Turkish official discourse and its core element, that of Turkish nationalism. As Gramsci argued, the starting point for any critical account must be the historical process in which identity and self-consciousness are constructed: ‘the infinity of traces deposited without leaving an inventory.’
  We will here examine the elimination of the Kurdish identity, language, and culture through the official Turkish discourse. In the second part we will focus on the Turkish official discourse today, in particular on the constitutional changes made in order to comply with EU legislation and on the differences between the new Turkish laws, their implementation and their violation by Turkish police and military. It is mainly in part three that the role of the European Union and its discourse will enter our analysis. This section will explore the clash between the Turkish official discourse and the discourse of the European Union on issues such as minorities, democracy and human rights. Such a clash provides the ideal platform to explore and examine the nature of Turkish official discourse today. Our discussion is based on Althusser’s and Foucault’s notions of ideology and discourse, and on Said’s elaboration of Orientalism.
1. The historical roots of Turkish official discourse 

The Turkish Republic’s ‘regime of truth’ (Foucault, in Fontana/Pasquino, 1979: 34) is based on a Kemalist ideology. Kemalism, also known as “Ataturkism”, has defined modern Turkish identity and the essence of the Turkish State. To understand the official discourse that legitimises and stabilises this ideology as “common sense” and something unquestionable,
 we need to go back to its historical roots.

Kemalism is named after Mustafa Kemal (1881 – 1938), the founder of the Turkish Republic. Mustafa Kemal, who later took the name Ataturk, (‘father of the Turks‘) and ‘Chief of Eternity’, established the Turkish Republic after the fall of the Ottoman Empire in 1923, through a war of national liberation. The first years of the Republic saw the implementation of Ataturk’s radical reforms on the feudal population of Turkey.  Ataturk aimed to implement a multiple process of nation and state building through political institutionalisation, cultural revolution and major social and economic reforms. This meant that change was needed on all levels of the society. The Ottoman era was seen as backward, feudal and superstitious and reforms were launched on variety of matters to make Turkey a member of the ‘civilised world’. As Heinz Kramer has noted:

Taken as a whole, these reforms aimed at destroying the symbols of Ottoman-Islamic civilisation and substituting them with their Western counterparts.
 

Ataturk and the Kemalist elite were attracted to Western European modernity, science, technology, rationalism and progress. A ‘revolution in values’ was essential to replace the Ottoman way of thinking with an idealised version of Western civilisation which would stress rationality and individualism in place of superstition, religion and communalism.
 Consequently, Western norms were adapted to Ottoman conditions; religious foundations of the state and most of the cultural symbols through which these foundations were expressed in everyday life were eradicated and abolished. The caliphate was abolished, holy places were closed down, dervish orders and brotherhoods were dissolved. The Latin alphabet and the Gregorian calendar were adopted replacing the Arabic versions that were used by the Ottoman Empire. The reforms also attempted to purify the Turkish language from Arabic and Persian influences. Implementation of a Western-style penal code, the banning of the headgear fez and the veil were among other reforms that took place.
 Ataturk was convinced that the ideology of nationalism and its product the nation-state were to be imported and be implemented to the full so that the diverse ethnic groups within Turkey could be fused together. The new Republic had to be progressive, Western-oriented, and secular. In a speech in 1924 Ataturk stated:

Changing the rules of life in accordance with the times is an absolute necessity… Nations cannot maintain their existence by age-old mentalities…Superstition and nonsense have to be thrown out of our heads.

Previously in the Ottoman Empire, Islam had been the ‘social glue’ that kept the diverse ethnicities together within the Empire.
 Allegiance was to the Sultan, the head of the ‘umma’. Thus the Muslim identity was supra ethnic and enabled the existence of certain multiculturalism, until the political ideology of nationalism penetrated the area.  As Dorian has argued, the Ottoman Empire had established a formal system of ‘millets’ (nations) in order to accommodate the cultural and linguistic diversity of peoples within its borders.
 After the establishment of the Republic, a new identity was imposed from above on the diverse population of Anatolia, based on the notion of “being Turkish”. This new modern identity was to replace the Islamic identity constructed by the Ottoman Empire.

The dismemberment of this Empire after WWI, the loss of the cosmopolitan character of the Empire and vast territories in the Balkans and the Middle East left its imprint on Turkish political culture. The Treaty of Sevres (1920) signed between the allies and the Ottoman government in August 1920 provided local autonomy for the Kurdish areas. Article 62 of the Treaty referred to the need for ‘local autonomy for the predominantly Kurdish areas’
 and Article 64 looked forward to the possibility that ‘the Kurdish people’ might be granted ‘independence’.
  

The weakening and partitioning of the Ottoman Empire by the European colonial powers had left deep scars on the collective memory of the Turks [referred to as the “Sevres Syndrome”]. Thus, when the new Turkish Republic was founded just a few years later, the fear of any further territorial division led to the suppression of a separate ethnic identity other than that of  ‘Turkish’ and the subsequent development of an ethnic based perception of citizenship.

However, it was not only the fear of partition that suppressed multiculturalism in Turkey. Mark Muller has explained that Ataturk saw ethnic pluralism as a major flaw in the Ottoman regime:

According to Mustafa Kemal, the central weakness of the Ottoman Empire emanated from its acceptance of its own multicultural nature. This had led to the search for independence and autonomy by minority groups, such as the Armenians and the Kurds, which had resulted in self-mutilation.

Whatever the initial intentions of the Republic, the implementation of their policies reflected a notion of Turkish citizenship that denied any pluralism of ethnic identities. Turkey resolved to build a nation that rejected the existence of minorities within its borders. While the pre-Republican years (1915) had seen the Armenian massacres, the Kemalist regime in its aim to homogenise the population of Turkey exchanged populations with Greece and denied the existence of Kurds through cultural assimilation.

For the Kemalist elite, the nation was not to be seen as a mixture of classes or ethnic groups but based on the notion of ‘people’. There could only be ‘One Party’, ‘One Nation’ and ‘One Language’. Another reason why the new Turkish identity took more of an ethnic form might be explained by the influence of Fascism on Kemalism.
  During a conference organised by Turk Ocaklari (Turkish Hearths), who were very influential among the Kemalist elite, on 23 April 1930 its president Hamdullah Suphi Tanriover stated:

A form of nationalism, also known as Fascism, has appeared in Italy after a very difficult struggle. We see some of our own political and social ideas as being similar to aspects of this movement. Fascism concerns economic, political and social harmony based on the ideal of the ‘motherland’. Like the Fascist youth, nationalist Turkish youth will also take up arms and will defend the Turkish revolution against anything that threatens it. We see both our past and our future in the enthusiasm of Fascism.
     

Through out the 1930s several conferences, ordered by Ataturk, were organised by the Turkish Hearths, which was later replaced by Turk Tarih Kurumu (Turkish History Institution) and Turk Dil Kurumu (Turkish Language Institution). In these conferences theories such as the “Turkish history thesis” and the “Sun language thesis” were accepted after “scientific” debates. The “sun language thesis” claimed that Turkish was the origin and “the mother of all languages”. The “Turkish history thesis” claimed “the superior Turkish race” was “the mother of all civilisations and races”.
 These were “proven” during the conferences and it was agreed that since the “real” history of the Turks had been hidden away by the Ottoman Empire and wrongly told by the West, the “truth” had to be told and documented.     

For example, Dr. Afet Inan, a member of the General Assembly of the Turkish Hearths, during a meeting of the assembly in 23 April 1930 argued:

The first and most civilised ethnic group of humanity are the Turks, whose fatherland is the Altays and Central Asia. The creators of the foundation of the Chinese civilisation are the Turks. In Mesopotamia and in Iran, at least 7000 years B.C. humanity’s first civilisation was founded by the Turks, who are given names such as the Sumer, Elam and Akat, and thus opening up the first chapter of history to humanity. Sami Hamurabi became famous in 2300 B.C. in Mesopotamia, Assyrians who placed themselves in history, are history within history. The Doryens who took the name Grek, the autochthonous inhabitants of Anatolia, the first and foremost owners, their forefathers the Etis, were Turks. (My translation) 
    

The “Sun language thesis” developed in parallel to the “Turkish history thesis” and they both helped to legitimate each other, especially when the “Turkish history thesis” was displayed as the unquestionable and the ultimate ‘truth’.

As Besikci notes: 

One of the important points to be emphasised is that one heavily relied on the “Turkish history thesis” while attempting to prove the “Sun language thesis”.
 

Kazim Pasa, the President of the Turkish Parliament, in his opening speech during the second conference of the Turkish Language Institution in 1934 claimed:

The Turkish language should be compared with languages such as Eti, one of the oldest Turkish languages, Indo-European, and Semitic…The argument that the Turkish language is the source of languages called Indo-European, the source having been searched for so long and not found, is becoming stronger for each day. Currently authentic Turkish roots are being searched for in the Arabic language. (My translation) 

The scientists and historians in Turkey began their research into Turkish culture and history with the ‘objective’ outcome already defined by the state. The aim was to establish the ‘ultimate truth’, which would later be used by schools, universities, parliament and courts to prove the superiority of Turks and punish those who questioned this ‘truth’. Turkish history was thus tainted by the structure of thought and language prevalent at the time of writing the Sun language and Turkish history theses. Historical facts were ignored or suppressed to distort the past and re-invent the present. 

During this period the newly created Republic faced several Kurdish uprisings and all the uprisings were put down with an iron-fist and the leaders of the rebellion hanged.
 The revolts by the Kurds were a response to the secularisation and centralisation polices of the State but also against the new assimilationist official identity with its growing emphasis on Turkish ethnicity and language.
 The revolts also led to the intensification of the nation-building process.
 Most importantly, the rebellions against the young and inexperienced Republic created a cumulative image of the Kurds as socially tribal, religiously fanatic, economically backward, a threat to the national integrity of the Republic of Turkey. 

These events played a vital role in the development of the “Turkish history thesis” and the “Sun language thesis”. A separate Kurdish identity was denied and it was argued that Kurds were Turks who had forgotten their language. Not by coincidence, the Turkish dictionary published by the Turkish Language Institution in 1936 explained the words “Kurd” and Kurdish” as:

Kurd: Name given to a group or a member of this group of Turkish origin, many who have changed their language, speaking a broken form of Persian and lives in Turkey, Iraq, Iran. (My translation)

As Besikci has argued, the development of these theories regarding the origins of Turkish linguistic and cultural heritage were produced with the Kurdish question in mind. “In this way the existence of the Kurds, their language and Kurdistan was refuted.”
 
Reflecting the new policy of the Turkish Republic, in accordance with the “Turkish history thesis” and the “Sun language thesis”, slogans were produced such as, Turk’un Turkten baska dostu yoktur (The only friends of Turks are Turks), Bir Turk dunyaya bedeldir (One Turk is worth all the world) and the most commonly used Ne mutlu Turkum diyene (What a happiness to say that one is a Turk).
 In parallel to this, the words Kurds and Kurdistan were replaced by “Dag Turkleri” (“Mountain Turks”), and “Dogu” (the East), to legitimise the “greatness” and “superiority” of the Turkish ethnicity. Not only did this period see the prohibition of Kurdish schools, associations and publications,
 but also the replacement of names of Kurdish towns and villages with Turkish names. For example the name of the city Dersim (Kurdish) was changed to Tunceli (Turkish). 

Thus the discourse of the new Republican ideology of Ataturk either denied the existence of the Kurds or reconstructed a political language to talk about the issue without pronouncing the word ‘Kurd’. Through academic disciplines, such as sociology and anthropology, knowledge was produced about the Kurds to prove their ‘Turkishness’, and this helped a great deal to legitimise the state’s rigorous policy of assimilation, surveillance and domination.
 There are asthonishing parallels to Said’s arguments (1978: 12ff.) who showed how a constructed European discourse on the Orient provided the lens through which the Orient would subsequently be viewed and controlled.
 

Ismet Inonu, right hand man and successor of Ataturk expressed the official position at the time as: 

We are nationalists… and nationalism is our only factor of cohesion. In the face of a Turkish majority other elements have no kind of influence. We must turkify the inhabitants of our land at any price, and we will annihilate those who oppose the Turks or ‘le Turquisme’.
  

The expression of other identities, both ethnic and religious, was considered by the State as a threat to internal security and to the indivisibility of the country. The non-Turks became non-entities in modern Turkey.
 Therefore, Communists, Socialists, Muslims, Fundamentalists, Kurds but also other ethnicities such as Armenians, Lazes, Greeks and Assyrians automatically became enemies of the State.
 Any expression of minority identity was interpreted as an attack on the character and the indivisibility of the Turkish State, since indivisibility was defined by the official discourse and its version of “Turkishness”. Therefore this threat needed to be eliminated. In response to the Kurdish uprisings, large communities from the predominantly Kurdish eastern provinces were deported to other parts of Turkey. While the first deportations were reprisals against rebellious tribes in later years deportations were carried out systematically to assimilate the Kurds.
 One official document at the time titled Iskana Tabi Tutulanlarin Turklestirme Uygulamasina Iliskin Gizli Genelge’ (1930) (Secret Circular Regarding the Turkification of Those Deported) ordered the assessment of villages with ‘foreign’ names and ‘foreign’ inhabitants and the dispersion of these ‘foreigners’ over Turkish villages in order to ‘Turklestirmek’ (Turkify) them.
  

Izady also points out a law that was passed in the Turkish parliament in 1932 that ordered the deportation and dispersion of Kurds to force their assimilation into ‘Turks’: The law stated: 

Four separated categories of inhabited zones will be recognised in Turkey, as will be indicated on a map established by the Minister of Interior and approved by other ministers. Zone one will include all those areas in which it is deemed desirable to increase the density of the culturally Turkish population; Zone two will include those areas in which it is deemed desirable to establish populations which must be assimilated into Turkish culture; Zone three will be territories in which culturally Turkish immigrants will be allowed to establish themselves, freely but without assistance of the authorities; Zone four will include all those territories which it has been decided should be evacuated and those which may be closed for public health, material, cultural, political, strategic or security reasons. 
  

Izady also adds that Kurds were dispersed thinly so that they could not constitute more than 10 percent of the population of any district to which they were deported.
 Dispersed families across Turkey were not allowed to have contact with each other to break up Kurds’ social cohesion while Kurdish children were sent to boarding schools where they would exclusively speak in Turkish.
    

Despite the fact that Ataturk’s revolution had meant to bring Turkey closer to Western civilisation, or rather the Kemalist understanding of it, the reforms were at the expense of Turkey’s historical and cultural heritage. Kevin Robins has argued:

For the Kemalist elite, it seemed as if the principles of modernity could be accommodated only on the basis of the massive prohibition and interdiction of the historical and traditional culture…. As much as it has been shaped by the assimilation of western culture, modern Turkish identity is also a product of various negations: Turkish society became practised in the art of repression… What was being attempted by the Republican elite was no less then the annihilation of the past.
 

The obliteration of the past was done in the name of a civilised future. In fact, the emphasis on notions of civilisation, modernity and rationality of the Turkish official discourse in reality legitimised policies of assimilation, deportation and repression. There was no room for ethnic, religious, social or political difference, except the one set out by the State and its ideology. As Joost Jongerden observes: 

Although according to the founders of the Republic of Turkey, a Turkish ethnic nationalist ideology had to become the fabric of society, the irony is that this ideology is at the same time the main source of political conflict and violence.
 

This process alienated large parts of Turkey’s population but also undermined the essential ingredients for democracy, cultural diversity and pluralism. To the elite, the reality of Turkey came to seen as the “other”, the uncivilised that need to be “educated” and brought to the “light”. But also “Enemies of the State” were also highlighted through this process, putting the spotlight on anyone disagreeing with the official view of the “truth”. The State saw it as its mission to protect the ideal of the nation and Ataturk’s revolution from the “alien” elements within.  

After Ataturk’s death in 1938, during the Party Congress on 26 December 1938, he was given the title of “National Chief” and was proclaimed the irreplaceable leader of the Party and the nation. It was decided that Kemalism would be the path to continue.
 By now Ataturk’s nationalist ideals had been thoroughly worked into all state institutions and Ataturk’s cult of personality firmly established. “Turkishness” was the essence of the State he had created.  

It could be added that these policies of assimilation were implemented despite the fact that Turkey had signed the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923, which established the modern borders of Turkey and promoted the freedom of language. In particular, the extreme nationalist policy of the Turkish government in the 1920s and 1930s contradicts article 39 of the Treaty which stipulates:

No restriction shall be imposed on the free use by any Turkish national of any language in private intercourse, in commerce, religion, in the press, or in publication of any kind or at public meetings. Notwithstanding the existence of the official language, adequate facilities shall be given to Turkish nationals of non-Turkish speech for the oral use of their own language before the courts.

David McDowall has argued that from the day of the signing of the Lausanne Treaty Turkey, “sought to hammer the Kurdish people on a Turanic anvil, sweeping aside its own modest treaty undertakings.”

2. The continuity of Kemalism, or: Turkey today 

One of the most important areas where the new identity and official ideology would be injected into the population was education. Ataturk saw education as a powerful tool for transforming people’s hearts and minds in a country where literacy rates stood at around ten percent.
 Thus, extreme importance was given to the unification of the education system and introduction of policies that would nurture a sense of nationhood among the population, a process common in nation-building attempts. This would also secure the spread and dominance of the Turkish language over other languages in Turkey. The education system in modern Turkey came to be the most important and efficient ‘apparatus’ of the State to justify and legitimate the official version of Turkish identity, history and language and teach children to respect above all the ideal of the ‘indivisible unity’ of the Turkish nation. As it can be understood there was no room for other languages and identities and these were literally eliminated from the public and official discourse.

The role played by the education apparatus in the dissemination of the dominant ideology of Kemalism is evident in the text at the front of every school textbook in Turkey:

I am Turkish. I am upright. I am industrious. My aim is to protect little ones and to respect adults, to respect my Motherland and my Nation, to love my Nation with all my heart. I will advance the State and move it forward. You are the great Ataturk. We will continue to walk in the way you have shown us. I promise I will do this. I will sacrifice myself for the existence of Turkey. How happy is he who calls himself a Turk. 

Hugh Pope describes for us the everyday procedure in Turkish schools, a procedure that continues to this day:

Every school-day morning a nearly identical ceremony takes place the length of and breadth of Turkey. Though not officially religious, the ceremony which ensues is part of a ritual indoctrination in the ideology of the Turkish republic founded in 1923 by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk. ‘I am a Turk! I am honest! I am industrious!’ the children shout in proud unison, whatever part their ancestors may have played in Turkey’s jumbled mosaic of ethnic groups, religions and migrations. The slogans are various, but the message is the same for the young would-be citizens of modern Turkey. ‘O Great Ataturk, I wow that I will march unhesitatingly along the road you opened, towards the goal you showed!’
  

Another example put forward by Stephen Kinzer explains the extent to which the cult of personality of Ataturk is established through the education system:

One of my Turkish friends is a proud father who has saved the first essay his son ever wrote. The boy was a third-grader when his teacher explained to the class what an essay is, read a few simple ones aloud and then assigned her pupils the topic “love” for their first try. His essay began like this: “Love means love for Ataturk. Love means love for Ataturk’s mother, Zubeyde Hanim. Love means love for Ataturk’s father, Ali Riza Bey.”
 

In all universities, academies and colleges Turkish Revolution History is a mandatory course. The objective of the main textbook is to explain Ataturk’s revolution. This book shows that these revolutions were based on nationalism and that they secured Turkey’s place in the world.
 

The above examples clearly reveal the extent to which the apparatus of education upholds the dominant ideology in Turkey and plays a vital role in its reproduction and dissemination. Not only is the next generation of nationalist, loyal and ‘Ataturk loving’ citizens formed, constructed ‘scientific truths’ are passed on to the next generation and legitimised. We should also note the important role of the education apparatus in securing the dominance of the Turkish language over other languages. 

During the decades to come, Ataturk’s legacy continued to rule Turkey. Since the introduction of the multiparty system in 1950, Turkey has experienced three military interventions, in 1960-61, 1971-73 and 1980-83. In all the cases the military intervened and overthrew the governments in question with the reason that the path of Ataturk had not been followed. The three interventions were undertaken in order to reinstitute the early Republican ideals that the political elites had ostensibly ignored.

The official line on Kurds had not changed. There can be no doubt about the stance of General Cemal Gursel, who removed the civilian government and declared himself president in 1960, when he stood on a tank in the Kurdish city of Amed (Diyarbakir) and declared “There are no Kurds in this country. Whoever says he is a Kurd, I will spit in his face.”
    

The multiparty system that was introduced in Turkey is unique and interesting. Only Turkish nationalist/Kemalist political parties can take part; a party representing the interests of the Kurds or any other ethnicity is not allowed. The criteria for participation or the creation of a political party is first and foremost that it has embraced the ideology of Kemalism and that it is a nationalist party, namely Turkish nationalist. It is important to note the parallel between the military interventions and the rise of the sections of the society that does not fit into the Kemalist frame. For example the military interventions of 1960 and 1971 took place to prevent the rise of communism while the 1980 intervention took place to prevent the rise and spread of both left-wing ideas but also Kurdish nationalism. 

Thus the left wing and right wing ideas allowed in Turkey has to be either Kemalist left wing or Kemalist right wing. As Hamit Bozarslan has noted, “One could conclude that Kemalism constitutes the common doctrine and juridical basis of the entire political space”.
 Dissident parties that do not follow Ataturk’s route and do not fit into the Kemalist frame have existed and do exist in Turkey but almost all have been banned or face closure by the authorities. In the past 40 years the courts have closed 35 parties, some of them with several million votes.
 The extremely high 10% threshold required to be represented in the Turkish parliament is also aimed at preventing any dissenting voices being heard in the parliament. For example, in the most recent elections of Turkey held on the 3rd of November 2002, only two parties managed to pass the threshold leaving 45% of the cast votes with no representation in the parliament.           

The three-party coalition between DSP (Democratic Left Party), ANAP (Motherland Party) and MHP (Nationalist Action Party), which came to power in 1999, is a good example to examine the ideological homogeneity of the conventional political parties. “Ideologically”, the closest British equivalent would be a coalition between the Conservative Party, the Labour Party and the British Nationalist Party. What enabled the ideologically “different” parties to enter a coalition was their total dedication to Kemalist ideals and Turkish nationalism, real or imagined.

The last military coup in Turkey in 1980 and the legacy it left has come to determine the reality of Turkey to the present day. The military intervened for the reason that Turkey had again moved away from Ataturk’s route. The first communiqué of the military regime explained the aims of the coup: “To preserve the integrity of the country, to restore national union and togetherness, to avert a possible civil war, to re-establish the authority of the state and to eliminate all the factors that prevent the normal functioning of the democratic order.”
  
Thus, the policy of the generals literally led to the silencing of all political views and activities, which the army saw as “dangerous”. Imset Ismet has summarised the implementation of this policy:

A total of 650,000 people were detained and most suspects were either beaten or tortured. Over 500 people died while under detention as a result of torture; 85,000 people were placed on trial mainly in relation to thought crimes or guilty by association; 1,683,000 people were officially listed in police files as suspects; 348,000 Turks and Kurds were banned from travelling abroad; 15,509 people were fired from their jobs for political reasons; 114,000 books were seized and burned; 937 films were banned; 2,729 writers, translators, journalists and actors were put on trial for expressing their opinions.
  

It is evident that these military interventions reveal the complementary role played by the Turkish ‘Repressive State Apparatuses’ (Althusser, 1971: 142ff.) in protecting the Kemalist character of the Turkish state by eliminating perceived threats, such as left-wing ideas and Kurdish nationalism.

Foucault’s theory on the power of the ubiquitous ‘panopticon’ gaze in relation to social and political constraint (1979: 64ff.) is certainly relevant to post-coup Turkey. An atmosphere of suspicion and mistrust was created in which any questioning of state policy was regarded as a conspiracy by ‘traitors’. As Foucault said, the fear of the authority’s gaze becomes a self-regulating mechanism. Turkish citizens and especially the Kurds have since lived in constant fear of police interest in their thoughts and beliefs. Politicians have also learnt to ‘police’ themselves due to their subsequent fear of military intervention if ‘Ataturk’s route is not followed’. This has given way to a situation where State policies, on for example the Kurdish issue, are ultimately determined by the military and out of the control of the elected administration. Such features confirm that Turkey is essentially an authoritarian state, not a democracy.

This period also saw the publication of “scientific” material, similar to those of the early Republican years, from the Institute for the Study of Turkish Culture. These studies “proved” the “Turkishness” of the Kurds by arguing that Kurds were in fact Turks and of Turkish origin. For example Sukru Kaya Seferoglu and Halil Kemal Turkozu in their book titled “101 Soruda Turklerin Kurt Boyu” (The Kurdish Clan of Turks in 101 Questions) ponder questions such as, “Is there a race defined with the name Kurds? What is meant by proto-Turk? How is the proto-Turkishness of Kurds explained?” They concluded:

Kurds are not a different race. Kurds and Turks belong to the same race. Both came to the near East during different times and are similar elements. One could use the term proto-Turks for Kurds.

Fahrettin Kirsizoglu, another academic from the Institute for the Study of Turkish Culture starts his book titled, “Dagistan-Aras-Dicle-Altay ve Turkistan Turk Boylarindan Kurtler” (Kurds from the Dagistan-Aras-Tigris-Altaic and Turkistan Turkish clan) with the words:

The legend of Dede Korkut, which I have studied since 1939, has proven the fact that Kurds are a Turkish clan. I would like to thank the conference for providing this opportunity for me to tell this truth. (My translation).
        

The 1982 Constitution prepared by the military regime, which is still the Constitution of Turkey today, established Turkish nationalism and Kemalism as its core values. In the new constitution all movements and opinions have the right to organise as a political party in Turkey but no party can be created which opposes the unity of the state with its nation, its country and secular republican principles, or which depends on classes. (Article 68)
 In fact the phrase, “anybody who opposes the indivisibility of the Turkish Republic with its nation and its country will be deprived of their basic human rights and freedom” was mentioned thirty-three times in the Constitution.  

Article 2 of the Constitution stipulates:

The Republic of Turkey is a democratic, secular and social state ruled by law, respecting human rights in the spirit of social peace, of national solidarity and of justice, bound to the nationalism of Ataturk and founded on the principles by preamble. 

This article clearly sets the perimeter for all political activity and the ideological frame. In parallel to the nationalism of Ataturk, article 3 states, “The State of Turkey is in its state territory and state citizens and indivisible whole. Its language is Turkish.” Article 1 clears all doubts, “Everyone bound to the Turkish State through the bond of citizenship is a Turk. Article 4 states, “The provision of Article 1 of the Constitution establishing the form of the State as a Republic, the provisions in Article 2 on the characteristics of the Republic, and the provision of Article 3 shall not be amended, nor shall their amendment be proposed.”

Article 26/2 specifies:

No language prohibited by law may be used for disclosure or publication of ideas and opinions. Written or printed materials, records, tapes, videotapes as well as other means of expression that are in violation of this prohibition will be confiscated.

Article 28/2 states, “No publications or broadcasts may be made in any language prohibited by law”. It is important to note the cryptic formulation of “languages prohibited by law”. These are “languages other than those which are the primary official languages of states recognised by the Turkish State”. (Law 2932/2).

Before we go on further, Article 42/9 states, “No language other than Turkish may be thought as a native language to citizens of Turkey in instructional and educational institutions”, while 42/3 notes, “Training and education shall be conducted along the lines of the principles and reforms of Ataturk, on the basis of contemporary science and educational methods, under the supervision and control of the State. Institutions of training and education contravening these provisions shall not be established.”

Thus according to the Constitution, Welsh, Catalan or any other “non-official” language could not be used or taught in Turkey since these languages were not the official languages of states recognised by Turkey. But the aim of this law was to prevent the usage and development of Kurdish, rather than any other language. With this law Turkey became the only country in the world to ban a language through its constitution.  

In parallel to the above laws Article 142/3 of the Turkish Penal Code prohibited the dissemination of “separatist propaganda”, and Article 143 “the weakening of national feelings”. Section 81 of Law No. 2820 on Political Parties (22 April 1983) states: “It is prohibited to claim that there exist minorities in Turkey. It is forbidden to protect or develop non-Turkish cultures and languages.”
 With this and other laws in the new constitution the existence of ethnic minorities, namely Kurdish, was denied. One could argue that the concealing of the “reality” of Turkey through the Turkish official discourse, a process that had already commenced during the early years of the Republic, was set in stone through the constitution. 

On 12 April 1991 Law 2932/2 was annulled. The same year saw the introduction of The Anti-Terror Law, which replaced the articles of the Turkish Penal Code, namely, 140, 141, 142 and 163, articles that legitimated prosecutions against writers and journalists accused of advocating “separatism”. The newly introduced law’s definition of terrorism is so broad and vague that the annulment of the articles of the Turkish Penal Code and other amendments became meaningless.

The new Law to Fight Terrorism (3713), which came to force in 1st April 1991, as a response to the increasing activities of the guerrilla organisation Kurdistan Workers’ Party, (PKK), defined terrorism as:

Terrorism is any kind of action conducted by one or several persons belonging to an organisation with the aim of changing the characteristics of the Republic as specified in the Constitution, its political, legal, social, secular and economic system, damaging the indivisible unity of the State with its territory and nation, endangering the existence of the Turkish State and Republic, weakening or destroying or seizing the authority of the State, eliminating fundamental rights and freedoms, or damaging the internal and external security of the State, public order or general health by anyone method of pressure, force, violence, terrorisation, intimidation, oppression or threat. An organisation as described in this Law is constituted by two or more people gathering under a common aim.         

Article 2 defines Terrorist Criminals as:

A member of an organisation founded to attain the aims defined in Article 1, who commits a crime in accordance with these aims individually or with others or a member of such an organisation, though not committing the intended crime, is called a terrorist criminal. Those who are not members of the terrorist organisation but commit a crime in the name of the organisation counts as terrorist criminals and are punished like members of the organisation. 
Article 3 and 4 define what Terrorist Crimes and Crimes Committed for Terrorist Purposes are.
 Article 8, one of the most commonly used articles by the prosecutors, “Propaganda against the indivisible unity of the State”, stipulates:

Written or oral propaganda and assemblies, meetings and demonstrations aiming at damaging the indivisible unity of the State of the Turkish Republic with its territory and nation are forbidden, regardless of the method, intention and ideas behind it. Those conducting such an activity are to be punished by a sentence of between 2 and 5 years’ imprisonment and a fine of between 50 million and 100 million Turkish Liras.
 
With the help of such laws, State Security Courts (DGM) have imprisoned hundreds and thousands of people. Despite the fact that the 1991 Anti-Terror Law was designed to deal with violent opposition, its vague and broad definition and interpretation has been used to silence non-violent dissent or any expression that is seen as a threat to the State. As Mark Muller commented on this law, “As such, it is the decision to prosecute that effectively determines guilt.”
 In relation to this, the Law on Political Parties, which to this day has not seen any amendments, has been effectively used with other laws such as Article 68 of the Constitution, to close down non-violent pro-Kurdish parties such as People’s Labour Party (HEP) and Freedom and Democracy Party (OZDEP) in 1993, Democracy Party (DEP) in 1994 and Democratic Mass Party (DKP) in 1999 and the closure of People’s Democracy Party (HADEP) is currently being considered.
Despite Turkey’s signature and ratification of several International Conventions and Treaties, the practice and implementation of these agreements do not take place in Turkey. Here are some of the treaties and conventions of importance to us that Turkey has signed and ratified: 

a) Turkey signed the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms on the 4th of July 1950 when it was open for signature and ratified it on the 18th of May 1954. It also came into force on the same date.
 

Article 1 of the treaty obliges the signatories to respect human rights, Article 2: Right to life, Article 3: Prohibition of torture, Article 5 Right to liberty and security, Article 6: Right to a fair trial, Article 7: No punishment without law, Article 9: Freedom of thought, conscience and religion, Article 10: Freedom of expression, Article 11: Freedom of assembly and association and Article 14: Prohibition of discrimination. 
b) Turkey signed the European Convention for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment on 11th January 1988 and ratified the convention on 26th February 1988. The Convention entered into force 1st of February 1989. 
Article 2 of the Convention states: 

Each State Party shall take effective legislative, administrative, judicial or other measures to prevent acts of torture in any territory under its jurisdiction. No exceptional circumstances whatsoever, whether a state of war or a threat of war, internal political instability or any other public emergency, may be invoked as a justification of torture. An order from a superior officer or a public authority may not be invoked as a justification of torture.

Article 17 of the Convention notes: 
There shall be established a European Committee for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (hereinafter referred to as "the Committee"). The Committee shall, by means of visits, examine the treatment of persons deprived of their liberty with a view to strengthening, if necessary, the protection of such persons from torture and from inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.
However, the Committee Report of 1990 clearly stated major violations of all these articles listed under a and b:

In the report drawn up [...] the CPT reached the conclusion that torture and other forms of severe ill-treatment were important characteristics of police custody in that country. More specifically, in the light of all the information gathered concerning the Anti-Terror Departments of the Ankara and Diyarbakir Police, the CPT concluded that detectives in those departments frequently resorted to torture and/or other forms of severe ill-treatment, both physical and psychological, when holding and questioning suspects.
 

Since the 1990s, the committee has visited Turkey regularly. The Committee’s most recent preliminary observation, after the visit to Turkey on 27 March 2002, which points out some improvements, noted: 

Many prisoners interviewed stated that they had been warned not to make any complaints to the doctor about how they had been treated, and that the presence of law enforcement officials during the medical examination had further deterred them from making complaints. Moreover, doctors spoken to mentioned cases in which reports which they had drawn up recording injuries had been torn up by law enforcement officials.
 

We should add that Turkey has not signed the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (1992) and European Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (1995). 

Besikci's prosecution for exercising his right to freedom of expression
  conflicts with Turkey's obligations to recognize the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; the right to freedom of expression; and the right to freedom of assembly and freedom of association as delineated by the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. Turkey is bound by international law to guarantee these rights and to respect the basic principles of human rights enumerated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 

The breach of both international and European law by Turkey is most apparent in the cases taken to the European Court of Human Rights, where Turkey ranks first among the countries taken to the court. Of the total 3,880 cases involving Turkey on the court's docket, 418 were filed by Kurdish villagers whose villages were destroyed, and 350 were filed by victims of torture, 455 cases derived from individuals whose lands were confiscated, 134 derive from murders by unknown perpetrators, and 75 concern restrictions on the right of free thought and expression. For example, while there have been 16 cases from France, 2 from Germany, 5 from Greece and 1 from Bulgaria since 1987, regarding the breach of Article 3 (prevention of torture) of the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, since 2000 the court has decided in 57 different cases that Turkey breached this article.
 Due to the cases it has lost at the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR), Turkey has so far paid 4 trillion Turkish Lira in compensation and is still to pay in excess of £6 million, more than15 million French Francs, over $12 million and nearly €500,000 in compensation.
 

3. Clashing discourses: European ‘minority rights’ vs. Turkish ‘national values’?
Turkey applied for membership to the then EEC as early as 1959, but was only accepted as an official European Union candidate in 1999 and negotiations for further integration are awaiting Turkey’s fulfilment of the EU’s political criteria.  Issues such as human rights, freedom of expression and torture have continued to haunt the relationship between Turkey and the EU and have become among the biggest obstacles preventing further integration of Turkey into Europe.

Turkey is not a stranger to Europe. It is a member of NATO and has strong economic ties with the EU. There are several million Turkish citizens living in Germany an in other European countries. As mentioned earlier, since its establishment as a nation-state Turkey has seen the West as a model and, during the last decades, joining the EU as a national goal. Despite its insistence on being a part of Europe and European, Turkey’s relationship with the EU has always been problematic and its aim of becoming a member of the “civilised world” extremely difficult to achieve due to reasons that we have examined.

Successive Turkish governments and officials have repeatedly emphasised the case of Turkey’s membership of the EU. Until the recent elections in November, the Prime minister of Turkey, Bulent Ecevit argued that his country was entitled to join the European Union, because it has been European for 600 years.
 Suleyman Demirel, former president and active in Turkish politics for nearly 40 years argued the case as:

We are Europeans. We would like to stay as Europeans. We would like to live with Europe. We would like to act with Europe. We share the same values of European civilisation in addition to our own values. As a member of NATO, we have defended those values.
 (My emphasis)  

Interestingly, this brief example of Turkish official discourse, when analysed, could be like a roadmap to understand the problematic Turkey/EU relations. What does one of the most influential characters of Turkish politics mean by “in addition to our own values”?  Could the answer be found in the following statement by the ultra-nationalist MHP Leader and former Deputy Prime Minister Devlet Bahceli?

We are in favour of opening up to the world by preserving our own national identity. We aim to make Turkey a world state and in doing so, starting with our own neighbours and spreading to other countries… We believe, we should avoid making concessions that would hurt the Turkish nation, our national identity for the sake of EU accession.
   

What is it that the EU requires from Turkey that would “hurt the Turkish nation”? The EU’s demands on Turkey are based on the “Copenhagen criteria” outlined at the Copenhagen European Council in June 1993. The accession criteria are membership obligations that come in three categories:

· Political: democracy, human rights, rule of law, and protection of minorities;

· Economic: market economy and ability to stand up to competitive pressure in the European Market;

· Legislative: full adoption of Community legislation and regulation.  

How do we explain Turkey’s reluctance to accept these above requirements? If Turkey is “European and wants to stay as European”, how is it that it has been extremely reluctant in meeting the required criteria, to the extent that it took several decades for Turkey to get the status of a candidate?

Let us look at the “additional values” in question here.  As we examined earlier in the 1982 Constitution, the reason d’etre of the Turkish State and the core of its ideology boils down to the elements of: unquestioned loyalty to the ideals, revolution and nationalism of Ataturk, the indivisibility of the Turkish Republic with its nation and its country. 

As the previous chapter showed, despite its aim of wanting to become a member of the EU, Turkey’s restrictive legislation is preventing it from reaching that very aim. The “Sevres Syndrome” (previously mentioned in relation to the 1920 Treaty of Sevres) lies at the heart of the Turkish political outlook. While one of the most important aims of the Turkish foreign policy is to join the EU, it is at the same time firmly believed that the Western powers’ ultimate aim is to dismember Turkey’s territorial integrity. 

General Halil Simsek’s claim might shed some light on this issue:

In the scope of individual rights and liberties within the Accession Partnership Accord, under the headlines ‘cultural rights’, ‘native language broadcasting’ or ‘education rights’ for our citizens of Kurdish origin…. they [the EU] want our country to be divided.
 

Echoing the General, the official website of the Turkish Foreign Ministry argues:

Those circles which, although they are against Turkish membership because of cultural or religious differences or because of the racist hatred of Turks in Europe but cannot say it openly, have chosen to stage a primitive campaign against Turkey based on the theme of human rights in order to disseminate the belief in European Public opinion that Turkey is not an appropriate candidate for full membership and furthermore to follow the most absurd objective of convincing Turkish public opinion on this.
  

The term “circles” clearly points to a “hidden agenda” of the EU. This again reflects the paranoid mentality created by the “Sevres syndrome”. Furthermore, the most important requirements of the EU such as the protection of human rights and freedom of expression are seen as part of the “primitive campaign” launched against Turkey. But also it is argued that the EU has the audacity to attempt to convince the Turkish public opinion on these issues, which, it is implied, an objective that will not be achieved. 

Interestingly, Suleyman Demirel, whom we quoted earlier, puts this in a milder tone: “Each and every state has the right to implement its own laws and regulations, and Europe has no right to pressure Turkey not to apply its laws.” 

Again here one can see how “national values” come in to the picture when the implementation of EU laws and regulations are in question. Here, aspects of individuality and sovereignty are emphasised through terms such as “each”, “own” and “its”, while as in Demirel’s earlier quotation, as being a part of something, like a family, concepts of “unity” were emphasised through phrases such as, “we are Europeans”, “we would like to stay/ live like Europeans” and so on. 

Thus, for Turkey the concept of Europe is like a double-edged sword: while becoming part of the EU is seen as the accomplishment of Ataturk’s modernisation project, Europe is at the same time seen as the “other” with a “hidden agenda” aiming to carve up Turkey. In fact the MHP leader Devlet Bahceli even went as far as arguing that the requirements of the EU for Turkey’s membership were similar to the demands of the “traitors”, implying the Kurdish separatists: “These are the demands of the traitors: death penalty should be abolished, Kurdish education, broadcasting [Kurdish], a general amnesty. We are against these because the pre-demands of the EU and the traitors are the same.”
 In similar vein, Minister of Human Rights, Rustu Kazim Yucelen, a week after he announced the establishment of human rights boards and a programme that would allegedly lead to an end of all human rights violations in Turkey by December 2001, said: “Those who claim that there is torture in Turkey, are Turkey’s enemies.”
  

The above claims also explain why issues such as human rights, minority rights, freedom of expression and other fundamental rights are seen as a threat. Heinz Kramer notes, “If there has been a Turkish discussion of the matter [Turkish accession into the EU] it has been characterised by a growing reluctance to accept what is seen as European interference into Turkish sovereign affairs. Thus one may conclude that what Turkey wants is a platonic membership in the EU and not a real one”.
 

What Turkish officials would prefer is that the EU turns a blind eye to Turkey’s domestic policies and does not see them as obstacles to Turkey’s further integration into the EU. Regarding European criticism of Turkey’s treatment of the Kurds Bulent Ecevit, former Prime Minister of Turkey said, “If the Europeans don’t get mixed up in this, the eastern problem will be solved.”
  (My emphasis)       

The Kurdish issue, like that of the role of Turkish military and influence in politics, has come to be the one of the biggest obstacles for integration into the EU. Turkey’s reluctance in recognising the Kurdish language and cultural rights, respecting human rights, prevention of torture and democratisation of its institutions, problems as direct results of its ideology and political tradition, has led to the process of its accession described as “tortuous”.
 This has created a vicious circle of Turkey promising change, not implementing change, criticism from the EU, blaming of the EU as interfering in sovereign affairs, stalemate in relations and Turkish hopes dashed, creating anti-European sentiments, which play into the hands of those who argue that the “Europeans will never accept Turkey whatever it does”, while Europe remains the ultimate goal as an ideological necessity. 

For example, following the rejection of Turkey’s request to be included among the countries eligible for membership at the Luxembourg summit in December 1997, the EU finally agreed to accept Turkey as a candidate for EU membership in December 1999. While the decision “accepting” Turkey’s candidacy was seen in Turkey as a reversal of the EU’s 1997 “rejection” of Turkey, it was clear that Turkey would need to make substantial progress on the Copenhagen political criteria before negotiations could begin. The European Parliament, in its resolution on preparations for the Helsinki European Council, pointed out “negotiations cannot be opened because Turkey is still nowhere near meeting the political criteria of Copenhagen”. The Parliament insisted that, “as a candidate country, Turkey must make clear and verifiable progress in meeting those criteria.”
  Following the approval of the Accession Partnership, Turkey was envisaged, as was the case with other candidate countries, to prepare a national program for the adoption of the acquis, setting up a timetable for achieving the priorities and intermediate objectives laid down in the Partnership.
On March 19th, 2001 the Turkish Government announced its National Program for the Adoption of the EU acquis 
 and set out under 16 headings the short and medium term priorities and aims. 

In the introduction it was argued that:
The Turkish Government regards EU membership as a new step forward, a milestone confirming the founding philosophy of and Ataturk’s vision for the Republic. Turkey is fully resolved to adopt and implement the EU acquis. Turkey can assume a fundamental role in the process of European unification through concrete and distinct contributions she can offer.

The program set out for the Turkish Government to:

Speed up the ongoing work on political, administrative and judicial reforms and will duly convey its legislative proposals to the Turkish Grand National Assembly… To strengthen, on the basis of Turkey's international commitments and EU standards, the provisions of the Constitution and other legislation to promote freedom; provide for a more participatory democracy with additional safeguards; reinforce the balance of powers and competences between State organs; and enhance the rule of law. In the context of the reform process regarding democracy and human rights, the review of the Constitution will have priority.  In addition, legal and administrative measures will be introduced in the short or medium term regarding individual rights and freedoms, the freedom of thought and expression, the freedom of association and peaceful assembly, civil society, the Judiciary, pre-trial detention and detention conditions in prisons, the fight against torture, human rights violations, training of law-enforcement personnel and other civil servants on human rights issues, regional disparities.

After the release of the National Program, Deputy Prime Minister Mesut Yilmaz responsible for EU Affairs said the government was also determined to turn the program into concrete actions. Yilmaz said that the document was a grand reform project, stressing that the way the program would be achieved was as equally important as the content of it.
 

Since the release of the National Program several reform packages have been passed through the Turkish Parliament and the 1982 Constitution and other laws have seen amendments.
 

Among the recent amendments are for example the replacement of the phrase “no thoughts or opinions” in the fifth paragraph of the preamble of the Constitution with “no activity”. Also, under the heading “Restriction of the Fundamental Rights and freedoms” of the Constitution fundamental rights and freedoms may be restricted “only on the basis of specific reasons listed in the relevant articles of the Constitution without prejudice to the values defined therein and only by law”. Changes made by the Turkish parliament to eliminate torture and maltreatment practices were for example the Amendment of Article 19 of the Constitution, which brought the detention period in line with European standards. The clause, “notification of the situation of the person arrested or detained shall be made to the next of kin without delay” was included in the Constitutional text. In the amended Article 19, it was also assured that the tortured would be “compensated by the state according to the general principles of law of compensation”. 

In addition, the Turkish Parliament approved the most “impressive” reform package on the 3rd August 2002.
 The new changes included: the lifting of bans on broadcasting in Kurdish and teaching of the Kurdish language in schools, the scrapping of the death penalty (replacing the punishment with life imprisonment, except in times of war), the authorisation of non-Muslim religious foundations to buy and sell land and property in Turkey, the widening of freedom of expression. Dissident views should no longer be penalised with jail sentences, foreign broadcasts may be transmitted on Turkish radio and TV, plays, shows and other public displays previously deemed dissident are no longer banned, and finally the right to retrial accorded in civil and criminal court cases if so demanded by European Court of Human Rights.
The question remains in how far such amendments are mainly cosmetic changes to confirm in more subtle words “the indivisible integrity of the state with its territory and nation, national sovereignty, the Republic, national security, public order”. The continuing and even partially increasing suppression of Kurdish and other minorities after the ratification of the Treaty of Lausanne (1923), the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1954) and the European Convention for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment (1989) ought to remind the European Commission of the value new human rights laws might have within Turkey.
Despite the amendments and the reform package, two main problems have remained from the EU point of view. Firstly the amendments have fallen short of the Copenhagen Criteria; secondly and most importantly, there has been a serious lack of actual implementation of the reformed laws. The Commission of the European Communities 2001 Regular Report on Turkey’s Progress Towards Accession noted this clearly as regards the long series of earlier amendments to the Turkish Constitution:

The basic features of a democratic system exist but Turkey is slow in implementing the institutional reforms needed to guarantee democracy and the rule of law. Changes in the executive have taken place with respect to EU-Turkey relations but a number of basic issues, such as civilian control over the military, remain to be addressed…. The death penalty is not being carried out, including the case of Abdullah Ocalan, but many aspects of the overall human rights situation remain worrying. Torture and ill treatment are far from being eradicated, even though the matter is taken seriously by the authorities and the Parliament and training programmes on human rights are being implemented. Freedom of expression as well as freedom of association and assembly are still regularly restricted…. Compared to last year, the economic, social and cultural rights situation has not improved, particularly when it comes to the enjoyment of cultural rights for all Turks irrespective of ethnic origin. The situation in the southeast, where the population is predominantly Kurdish, has not substantially changed.
       
And similarly, the most recent 2002 Regular Report of the Commission noted:

Turkey does not fully meet the criteria… Important restrictions remain, notably, to freedom of expression, including in particular the written press and broadcasting, freedom of peaceful assembly, freedom of association, freedom of religion and the right to legal redress…. A number of important issues arising under the political criteria have yet to be adequately addressed. These include fight against torture and ill-treatment, civilian control over the military, the situation of persons imprisoned for expressing non-violent opinions, and the compliance with the decisions of the European Court of Human Rights. 
       

Such statements were repeatedly confirmed by reports of Non Governmental Institutions (NGOs), e.g. by Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch. The 2002 Annual report of Amnesty International even stated an ‘increase’ in ‘the pressure on human rights defenders’:

They faced harassment, death threats, arrests and prosecution, and branches of human rights associations were closed. Many people were imprisoned for exercising their right to freedom of expression, particularly when they expressed opinions on the Kurdish question, the ''F-type'' prisons or the role of Islam. Torture in police custody remained widespread and was practised systematically, while the perpetrators were rarely brought to justice…. Dozens of political killings were reported, some of which may have been extra-judicial executions. 
On torture in Turkey the report emphasised:

During visits, carried out in 2002, to 13 provinces in different regions of Turkey, Amnesty International delegates found that all the factors that contribute to the persistence of systematic torture and impunity for perpetrators, and which we documented in October 2001, are unfortunately still in place… In 2002, Amnesty International has observed an increasing use throughout the country of more sophisticated torture methods that do not leave visible marks.

This is also very much the conclusion of the 2002 Human Rights Watch:

The government's National Program for Accession to the European Union should have marked a turning point for human rights, but consisted mainly of vague and general undertakings that were clearly designed to delay or avoid significant change…. The Turkish government talked about lifting constraints on free expression, but did not take effective legislative action to do so. Those who challenged the official view of the role of religion, ethnicity, and the army were prosecuted and imprisoned…. Military courts tried civilians on charges limiting free expression. Governors closed exhibitions, banned film shows, and confiscated books and newspapers. Various legal pretexts were used to prevent broadcasting and education in minority languages, calling into question whether the 2001 constitutional amendments ostensibly lifting the broadcasting ban would be fully implemented. Local governors prohibited the use of Kurdish street names and banned plays, cassettes, and films in Kurdish on the grounds that they were "separatist."…. Many lawyers and human rights defenders charged that the use of torture and ill-treatment increased…. The climate of impunity for torture remained unchanged. Where security personnel were charged and convicted of crimes based on torture, sentences were frequently light or suspended…. Torturers continued to be protected by the abuse of medical examination procedures.

The 2002 Annual Report of the Reporters Without Borders on Turkey noted:

Despite the announcement of democratic reforms within the framework of Turkey's candidacy for membership in the European Union, prosecutions for beliefs and opinions are still systematically and severely punished by virtue of a repressive legislative arsenal aimed at protecting the state against demands by the Kurds, Islamists and the far left.

In summary, it can be clearly established that despite reform packages and amendments systematic human rights violations continue. As the concept that reforms will result in the dismemberment of the state with its territorial unity and secular character remains firmly in the minds of the Turkish officials, it is not surprising that the reforms are not implemented or attempts to further democratisation are hampered.   

In this context, the denial of Kurds as a separate ethnicity through “scientific evidence” has continued unabated. A recent good example of this is the 1997 book Etnik Sosyoloji (Ethnic Sociology) by Istanbul Professor Dr Orhan Turkdogan. He argues in the chapter entitled ‘Ethnic Structure and the South-East’: 

In 1856 Czar’s Erzurum consul Alexander Jaba, on instructions from the Petersburg Science Academy, conducted an examination of the vocabulary of the tribes in Erzurum and its environs… Jaba reveals that of the 8,307 Kurdish he found, 3,080 were of Turkmen origin, 2,640 of ancient Persian origin and 2,000 from modern Arabic. Only 300 words left over were truly Kurdish. Yet if it is considered that these 300 words were found in the proto-Turkish regions it will be seen that they are of Turkish origin… This shows that the Kurds are a branch of the Turks and they came to Anatolia in ancient times from Asia. The 300 words that Jaba found have their root here. It will be understood then that because of its composition from three [Turkish, Arabic and Persian] languages Kurdish cannot be an independent language…. Kurdish is not a language but a dialect.    

Turkdogan concludes by stating:

There is no such thing as the Kurdish people or nation. They are merely carriers of Turkish culture and habits. The imagined region proposed as the new Kurdistan is the region that was settled by the proto-Turks. The Sumerians and Scythians come immediately to mind. The Eastern problem as it is sometimes called shows itself to be solely the game of the imperialists, played when it suits with the Armenians, when it suits with the Iranians.
  

In fact,  “scientific truth” established by researchers like Turkdogan, are frequently used by Turkish officials as “facts”. For example the website of the Turkish Foreign Ministry, in its ‘Frequently asked Questions’ section answers the question “Is there a language called “Kurdish”? with the answer:
What is frequently referred to as the “Kurdish language” cannot be depicted as “a single language” either linguistically or socially. Many scholars point out the fact that there are many different local languages and dialects that are in limited use in southeastern Turkey such as Zaza, Kırmanchi, Gorani and so on, which are only as close to each other as French, English and German. These local dialects are so dissimilar that people living in one village cannot even communicate with others from a neighbouring village. As a result, the Turkish language has become the sole medium of communication throughout the country.
 
In an attempt to deny Kurdish the status of a “proper language” and ridicule it as a “dialect”, the author reveals the consequence of the Turkish State’s forced assimilation project, which has made ‘the Turkish language…[the] sole medium of communication throughout the country’ and forced Kurdish to remain fragmented and on the ‘oral’ level. While the author’s ideological intention is to prove, by relying on the above-mentioned “scholars”, that Kurdish is not a “language”, he/she highlights the slow elimination of Kurdish and how Kurds are deprived of their basic human right of education in their mother tongue.   

The relentless need by the Turkish State to both narrate and legislate Kurdish identity out of existence and the claim that there are no Kurds continues and simultaneously gives way to a discursive space for a negative identity, hence ‘Kurds are those who refuse to become Turks.’ In fact, the denial of a separate Kurdish identity and at the same the oppression of it has come to be a unifying factor in the formation of the ‘Kurdishness’. Thus the aim of the state to assimilate Kurds has in many cases prepared the ground for the emergence and the sustaining of Kurdish nationalism. Not only has the Kurdish problem become a source for instability and continuous conflict, due to the state’s continuing oppression Kurdish political and cultural expression, but also remains one of the main obstacles preventing Turkey’s accession into the EU. These obstacles are direct products of the dominant ideology of Turkey with its emphasis on mono-ethnicity and homogeneity. Despite amendments and promises, the narrow official definition of identity prevents real change and waters down passed reforms. The current ideological frame also prevents sound political debate and solution of these issues. As we mentioned earlier, discursive frameworks limit what can be said or not. The discussion in Turkey regarding the rights of the Kurds in relation to the EU are discussed within institutional and ideological frames with heavy emphasis on the ‘protection of national rights’ and ‘not giving into separatist demands’. Several institutions and taboos already determine the discursive platform of discussion. For example suggesting the alternatives of autonomy, federation or secession as a solution to the Kurdish problem are out of question and punishable by different laws that we have already looked at. In relation to this, the dominant ideology in Turkey has been so effectively incorporated into the official and public discourse that certain ‘truths’ work on the ‘common sense’ level to the extent that ‘objective’ debate becomes impossible. For example, since the ‘superiority’ of the Turkish language over Kurdish is taken for granted, and since Kurdish is only a “dialect”, suggesting the establishment of Kurdish in Kurdish areas as the official language is automatically either punished by law or seen as ‘separatist’ views. Thus, the restrictive ideological frame, conservative interpretation of national identity and oppressive state practices not only prevent any debate on the above issues, but also systematically crowds-out social-political actors that might provide alternative perspectives and solutions. 
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